mff http://ir.uiowa.edu/mff/vol53/iss2/ In fact Nash's examination of such formal remains of power as coins or diplomata has not pushed the boundaries very far. She points to pennies that bear Adelheid's name on one side and Otto's on the other, but does not ask how many of these coins survive. Did they circulate widely, as published hoards might tell us? What is their relationship (in terms of such things as weight and fineness) to earlier Carolingian issues? Where were they minted, and was there a crisis or a celebration that occasioned their issue, or simply new silver finds?
Similarly, in counting diplomata, their dates, and place of issue, Nash does an excellent job of tracing variations in how these two women are referenced in the charters but does not describe who was writing the charters making these references. Did these women have their own scribes, separate from those of their consorts? Did they always use the same formulae for dating, sealing, and composition of text, or did these vary from those of her husband in Adelheid's case, or according to place and date in Matilda's? What was the quality and size of parchments when they survive, and did they vary from those issued by kings? A much more detailed analysis of the diplomata could have considered religious aspects of these acts, whether bequests at the moment of their own or some loved one' s death, stays at religious houses and the consequent gifts, or support for or commissioning of reliquaries and textiles (that might survive) for the churches they patronized. To show that women ruled does not require effacing all other aspects of their lives, even if those other aspects have too often been seen as separate women's work.
The framing of the study itself is more problematic and will give pause to many of the readers of this journal. It opens by presenting a paradigm that appears to spring from a time-warp where the opinions of Georges Duby, David Herlihy, and R. W. Southern still hold sway. That so-called paradigm has now been overturned and has been so for a long time. The author should have been cognizant of that because many of the authors cited in the bibliography have participated in that revolution. It is an insult to feminist readers to present "the paradigm" as if still alive and to waffle about what its conclusions tell us about a long-dead paradigm. Indeed, this journal has recently published a series of conference papers from sessions called "Beyond Women and Power," organized with the hope that we did not have to fight or even present that paradigm any longer. There is indeed so much out there, including in the pages of this journal, suggesting that such a battle is over.
Nevertheless, this is a wonderful book to have on your shelf, if for no other reason than the carefully outlined family trees that connect the stories of two famous women, the detailed chronologies for each, and a note on names: "The mff http://ir.uiowa.edu/mff/vol53/iss2/ following table lists those people whose names are apt to be confused." This last can be a lifesaver when attempting to write about Quedlinburg or Gandersheim or any other Ottonian topic. What a clever thing to provide right at the outset! I wish I'd had it several months ago when I was writing about Ottonian nuns, whose powerful female patrons cannot be left out of the study.
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